1735 Hi 'h land PA&ce, Apt . 25 
Berkeley, Calif. 9^709 



UNIVKHS.TV 



Dear Paul : 



MEDICAL SCHOOL 

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHIATRY AND NEUROLOGY 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55455 

Sen';. 20, 1970 



Unclosed is a sloppy critique 
pressed timewise since I must 
Posal and - r et set for my oral 
article done. 



of your article. I am still 
prepare my dissertation pro- 
At least lyot that journal 



>!ave !:im " Co comme nt on the more positive 
asp-cts of your paper. I disagree with tne conslusions 

droV aW and a;D . eVen a bi!: con f use d since you seem to 
other" ^ l f onclusions at some poin ;s than at 

other,, . if any on in ; is unclear or you feel that those 
conclusions are not vulnerable in he wayin which I 

m£ e n> J’ r\ Ra f e let me knoW - Method olocry is mufcb on 
rny mind of late since I am vetting set for 



a dissertation, 



I hope this 
Best wishes. 



letter finds 



you in srood health and 



spirits. 





A emo : On "An Exaerimental Study of the Motion Produced by the Fatal Shot in 
the Assassination of President Kennedy" 

Note: Please pardon the format of this memo, which, rather than being an over- 
view, was done serially as I went through the paper. 

Pg. 2 , line 1.1: At least as presented by CBS, Dr. Alvarez had not "found evi- 
dence" that Z had jerked his camera, but rather had hypothesized 
this 

Pg. !, last few lines: You had better spell out?/ what you mean by tests "in- 
conclusive" and "best for simulating what wethought 
we saw in the Zapruder film." If tests discussed here did not pro- 
duce results consistent with your experimental hypothesis, than rather 
then termed inconclusive, they should be discussed as negative or dis- 
conf irmative to^sults with regard to your experimental (or operational) 
hypothesis. For instance, would a double shot from front and rear 
fired from these targets have produced results which adequately sim- 
ulated "what you thought you saw in the Zapruder film." 

Pg. 5= What is the muzzle velocity oft he bullets used and what was their 

composition? As you know, different types of bullets ha &e radically 
different effects on their targets depending on how they fragment. 

Pg. ?-~conclusions : Even accepting your subjective judgments as to the 

results of your experiment, and forgetting about the 
discrepancy with Thompson's data concerning theforward motion (which 
you do not deal with adequately, since you ignore the double head hit 
possibility with the straw man*: "the forward motion cannot be used as 
evidence for a shot from the front"), how can you logically travel 
from the results of your experiment to the conclusion that the head 
movement is" completely consistent with a single shot from the rear." 
Certainly not on the basis of your characterization of a "taped melon" 
as a not "unreasonable simulation of a person's head." Forgetting the 
problems mentioned above with the experiment, how does the demonstration 
that a certain lyoe of object can move backwards demonstrate anything 
about the nresident's head which would justify the use of the words 
" comp] e bely consistent." I would suggest "not inconsistent." Alvarez's 
conclusion as you report it (T don't know whether he proofread the 
article) l s , #$$$$#$$$$$ not justifiable according to valid theory 
testing procedures. His conclusion implies that the data are a godd 
fit to a single bullet from toe rear hypothesis. The question is • 
not, of course, whether the data (which are certainly far too Im- 
precise to even talk in terras of goodness of fit) are best predicted 
by the single bullet from the rear theory or a double hit theory. 

For centuries physicists have proved and disproven theories (or, more 
properly, accepted and rejebted) based on exact point Dredictions, 
or incredibly small differences between predictions based on theory 
and observed data. Here you seem to abandon this standard methodology, 
(for a fuller discussion of this see P.E.Neshl "Theory Testing in 
Psychology and Physics: A Methodological Paradox" in Philo. Review, 

196?) Change 5 th floor to 6th floor. 

IV. 8: It seems here that you are unfair to Thompson who did all me could 

by consul tin,--: experts. This is especially true given the fact that 
Dr. Alvarez himself, when put on the soot, did not think of it, not 
to mention thefact that he went over into an area^in which he does 
not have expertise to speculate , sug testing bias rather tuan impar- 
tiality. This whole thing relects ooorly , in ray opinion, on Dr. 

LtoUu-Ls KUy /uam: ^ # /<f 

C-t'&e'r kf ( l /Juu ■ CUifivt'i ~) 
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Alvarez ' s 
pa. ■ e . 
Dp. 11-12: 



b' 



motives. I 



/ice- 



l/\i^ ccjiac [oiicny 

:tron -ly suggest deleting the la£ 



\ 



paragraph on this 



I think that the : rrison stuff detracts from the article. He 
art.-" noth i n-; new to the head shot stuff and the Shaw trial 



:.uu have gone from a report 



wou ld anp-rr to bo of ] it:. ! •• rel-'venc* 

^undep^:;^" 1 ?: 1 ’- ;° r n 1,011 ica] '^eatlsn. And 3r a n E r-=| commeni^as 
ool - w' 1, ; T ror r r> ° t;hP irore ,;o the head snap asoect. 

' ' . y 1 are ' -o have this much data on Previous thinking on 

the subject, wny not put it at the beginning as a literature revifw? 

‘ / ou do vnis, I avAin# vrould stronrly advise keening stuff on 'lerrison 
only insofar as you are Publishing testimony , or somethin of ?hat sort! 

P .1/: Thompson came to "the wrono conclusion?" How so. Bac> on nan-p 7 
you spoKe only of find in- support for the rear shot hypothesis. You ? 
cannot make such a statement unless you have also tested the double 

° U "' 1ROrV * of the " correct 



You more 

be caused only by 
rAu 



state on page 22 that what 
a shot from the rear j muKi 






solution." 

is observed could nave 

y*“ ,x *’< i Hu rt.'jLi iv.ic/..5^„. 

.23. Fhe statement that your work has demonstrated that"the fatal shot 
probably was fired from the direction of the" TS8D is not acceptable 

i^^/headT n con- e i at i le ?^ thft follow1n S : 1-Thepattern of metal 
in th had io consistent with one bullet from the rear John Nichols 

buSefsl 13 n0t lf lhe 6arcano was weapon with the bSm 

buHets), <- • The head movement is better predicted by the rear hit theorv 

lh an l3o ’, lble head hit tneory; 3. the pattern of injury to Y 

e s and bra tn is consistent with tne rear head shot theory as 
opposed to the double head hit theory; 4. the movement of debris is 

l7^lT’‘\TT\Tl h p T edlo ’ :lt > ns *»<* on one theory an oppoeel Jo 
ff; ( s f* Harvis was nit by a skull fragment. It was going 

tu h 1 drl Y e-_can that vector be accounted for? And, what about 
th... distance traveled by cue fragment found by Harper.) 

How can you forget the Tague hit in your 3 bullet theory*? That 
would seem to make four shots. The fragment from the head hit theory 

t n» S pp hworx , ( and I notice P ou didn't add that fragment into your momen- 
lum calculations, t-w vvg .«W/ he/) ^ e ^ ,-f 

- ,? ow ° an your fin dings be said to "tend to support" theconclusion^” 
^£3® bon ° assassin, ^Lee Harvey Oswald. Where do you provide one 
aii led oi evidence oha.^ LHO was involved? 



Summary: It is not clear that the substantive hypothesis that the head 

fr . n sho ); came from the rear can find any significant amount# of sun- 
wni' confirmation of the experimental hypothesis that certain objects 

tv, tne manner you have found. Your data are crude, you do not 
th, l litL h f- qa8 M l0n 0f 1 imaedlate forward reaction, and you do not discuss 
fpc'i-l;’ f ra f lv ®. rerAl l ts - ^en you fail to apply the goodness of fit 
abend ; physi ? s ™ ny theories _ have been 



abandoned which fit very 
closely (also counter to 
closely.# Without a test 
you would not have a lee 
I am confused a bit 



exacting data (which ws do not have here) very 
indications here) because another theory fit more 
of the double head hit theory it would appear that 
to stand on. 

- by much ° f w hat is included in the article beyond 
the basic experiment mentioned in the title. Much of it seems to be a loos* 
ho explore the history of head hit thinking. If your purpose is 
-r ly -o explore thinking in this area, why not discuss the issue more 
thorou-ely For example, myself (and I assume others', hypothesized a 
double Head hit quite early in the game based on the medical evidence 
alone. . eompson and I were originally put in touch with each o'-her by 

< lCe ff^ ndria bocaus ‘ 5 '" re bad independently reached the same conclusion 
using different data. That t Kas Involved, or that anyone per 39 was ln _ 

m Ve<i ln ■' hls Work ls nor hue point, but rather -.he basis for the Whinlc- 



would seem to be. Correlation of the medical evidence wi*-h nhvsloal 
observations of nead movin'. would nopaar to be ImoorSnt! especially 
•' l,l 'Vi t ,aetl,cfl L evl,1:;ncrt In theoretically nisler to stud.;. ' Y 

Before' ask ln m 0 . r bi/?n HSk Wh,V " h ° q,19snlon has nob been studied before? 

/' t'i ■ ' lo ln your pa;,or - y°u should have asked in letters I 

ruled o"t S “S SslbUlty’^-: ^‘£2%?’*' DosslM it never 

movement forward . SI) JEWS 22 ^ 25 - 

an elaborate exoerim°nt would no 1 - he wnH-hwhUo -u y e ^ iaea 

Jiu no v oe worthwhile, because even a very 



to duplicating wnat happened that day. Let's 



that 

tr °od one dould no" come close 

many lypZ^^s^lls includ in^erDl^d ^ Furthermo ^* one would have to use 
hypothesis sirce 1 r n „.nn F, ' ° neS in order to fuliby test the 
I dnddPd^ an hp FF u F C A y Scarcely exhausts all possibilities. 

iXSTSlZ f he ° ry r "° fc -^cou^ 

“yslr“ 9 "?id“o ' nade t aTa J labl “- W»M«»y t-,e 0 ?968 n LiL He?iew e has°^o“dlj 

*S 2,;*^ 

on now r4fu«.’SS nypo?JesC ST'SSiirti ° bVlousl ' y Spends 

Dhot artl ° l9 y ° u wrlte: " A more complicated experiment, usin^hi^h-spee^ 
Photography and an animal nead from a slaughterhouse, has been surest ed 
but I do not feel -.hat such an experiment would allow tn F estecL, 

statement about th~ assassination - «n7,r!n of f raake a conclusive 

wtioh ic sassma ..on. And yet, after having done an experiment 

„ rio Wel }; I,|D sor ry for the Sloppiness of this critique and for its poor 
ganization, but this is'ily^second time through the article and T^am limit- s 
timewise (with secretaries so overworked that dictation would have# slowed^ 
this down several days). I think the point that the ™ad movement to fhe 

iri n d F™ n0t F le FF f Snot from there a S°o* one bu? w e oSd not clrry 
No doubt# if ? F FF lt iS scient i f ically indefensible to do so), 
io doub-# if it is published m this form it will be taken to task hv n«r- 

P oin t , s:r j ,s s «, 

Srold IS I? III &2~ 

xjrss 

If all of the background is to remain in the article, I would reread 



it carefully. Alvarez's theory about the 



blurrs on 



the film sounds pretty 



on ° that wno . doe s not realize how many blurrs there are 

“uff ( J o f rin* w ° LI : E ^^azlne people, who said they gave much of that 
sniff to CBo , were quite upset when only the 3 blurrs were mentioned If 

cuui Ut T- equ f ds a shot ' 0 then Alvarez has proven more than one assassiA, be- 
cause --nan -here were c-9 shots. And the blurrs he selectively discussed 
are not the most prominant. y 



iar y Schooner 
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